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REMARKS 

Applicants have thoroughly considered the May 12. 2005 Office action and respectfully 
request reconsider^on of the application as amended. The specification has been amended to 
correct minor errors and to remove hyperlinks or browser-cxecutable codes in the specification 
pursuant to MPEP §608.01. By this Amendment, claims 1-27 have been amended to more 
clearly set forth the invention. Claims 1-27 are presented in the appUoation for further 
examination. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the application in light of the 
amendments and following remarks. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §101 
Claims 1-4. 6-9, 11-14. 16-18. 20-22, and 24-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Applicants respectfully disagree. Applicants assert that 
the invention as claimed is not merely an abstract idea that is not tied to a technological ait. 
environment or machine. In feet, embodiments of the invention produce a concrete, usefid, ai.d 
tangible result, namely, a rights management protected electronic document. In this instance, an 
administrator may automatically update a rights management protected message or document 
without requiring each user to identify and configure the rights management protections for the 
messages or dociiments every time a message or document is sent. (See also. Application, 
paragraphs [0006]-[0009]). Nonetheless. AppUcants have amended the rejected claims to recite 
the use of a computer in performing the claimed methods. As such, Applicants respectfully 
request the i^ection of claims 1-4.6-9.11-14. 16-18. 20-22, and 24-26 under 35 U.S.C. ^101 be 
withdrawn. 

Rejection under 3S U.S.C. § 102(b) 
Claims 1. 3-6, 8-1 1 . and 13-27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l02(b) as being 

anticipated by Donohue, U.S. Patent No. 6,202.207 ("Donohue"). 

With respect to claim I , AppUcants respectfully disagree with the interpretation of die 

Donohue itjference set forth in the Office action and argue that this reference fails to teach o) 

suggest each and every feature of the claim. 
Amended claim 1 recites, in part: 
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"accepting the electronic document; identifying one or more rights 
management protections associated with the electronic ' ' ' 

deterging whether the electronic document has 
management protections; and. if the electronic document has exceeded n^^te 
mJ^lement iSotections, replacing a portion of the content of the elecfromc 
Sent wiA an indicating piece of data such that the content of the 
electronic document is unavailable." 

Embodiments of the invention provide amethod for automatically updating a rights 
management protected message such that a user does not need to configure or set up a rights 
management protection for each message (e.g., an e-mail message or other electronic docwnent) 
when sending it to a recipient. In addition, embodiments of the invention provide replacing a 
portion of the content of the message when it is deteraiiued that the content has exceeded the 
rights management protection. For example, the user may define a time period after which th« 
message may not be available for viewing. As such, aspects of the invention identify Qt^f? Of 

ripht. m^na^em^nt protections (e.g.. an expiration time period) associated with the 
electronic document- It is next determined whether the document has exceeded the rights 
management protections. If it is determined that the document has exceeded the rights 
management protections (e.g.. the recipient attempts to view the message after the expiration), a 
portion of the content is updated with an indicating piece of data, such as a note stating that the 
rights management protected content of the message has expired. (Se^jlso. Application, 

paragraphs [0040-44]), 

In contrast, the Donohue reference fails to teach or suggest at least the features of 
identiftdng, determining, and replacing the content having the rights management protections 
because it merely teaches automatic updating of computer programs and synchronizing updates 
of computer programs and their prerequisite programs to maintain interoperability. The 
Donohue reference discloses comparing available software updates and installed software on 
local computer system to identify which updates are relevant to the instaUed computers. AftiT 
determining the relevant update criteria, the updates are automatically downloaded and appli^ 
to the software on the local computer system. Not only is the Donohue reference inapposite, it 
also teaches away ftom the present invention by making the updated computer programs 
available to the user after applying the updates to the computer piograms. In otiier words, the 
Donohue reference makes a previously installed computer programs available after tiie update. 
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In contrast to the cited art. embodiments of the invention make the content of the 
document unavailable after it is detennined that the document has exceeded the rights 
management protections. For example, a previously protected message is no longer available to 
the intended recipient or other users after the expiration of the previously defined time penod. 

Therefore, because the Donohue reference fails to anticipate at least the features of 
identifying, determining, and replacing, AppUcants respectfully request the rqection of claim 1 
and its dependent claims 2^ under 35 U.S.C §1 02(b) be withdrawn. 

Similarly, claims 5. 6. U, and 16 were rejected for the reason set forth in the rejection of 
claim 1 in the Office action. In this regard, amended claims 5. 6, 11 . and 16 «»cite new features 
including identifying one or more rights management protections associated with the 
electronic document and updating the document (i.e.. replacing a portion of the content of the 
electronic document with an indicating piece of data or deleting the content) such that the 
content of the electronic document is anavaiUble. Therefore. Applicants believe claims 5, 6. 
1 1, and 16. and their corresponding dependent claims are also patentable over the cited art. 
Hrace, the rejections of claims 5-9. 11-14. and 16-18 should be withdrawn. 

Amraded independent claim 6 recites, in part. "Identifying one or more rights 
management protections associated with the electronic document, said rights management 
protections deflnUig an expiration according to the persisted policy scheme . . . ; and if the 
electronic document has exceeded the expiration of the rights management protections, deleting 
the content of the electronic document such that the content of the electronic document Is 
unavailable". The Donohue reference is silent as to identifying rights management protections 
and teaches away ftom the embodiments of the mvention by making updated computer program 
avaihible after the updateAipgrade. even after the out-dated content of the computer program Ls 
removed. As such. Applicants argue that the Donohue reference caraiot anticipate embodimmts 
of the invention as recited by amended claim 6. Claims 10. 20. and 23. which were rejected on 
the same basis as claim 6. recite simUar features and. for at least the same reasons of clami 6. are 
patentable over the cited art. Therefore, rejections of claims 6-l0,and 20-23 should be 
withdrawn. 

Amended independent claim 1 1 recites simiUff elements including, "identl^g one or 
more rights management protections" andjlif the electronic document has exceeded rights 
management protections, replacing a portion of the content of the electronic docmnent with a 
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refreshed copy of the portion of the content of the electronic document such that the electronic 
document maintains the rights management protections." TTie Donohue reference merely 
suggests that locally installed computer programs are compared with available relevant update 
criteriabeforeinstallingthe updates. (Donohue, col. 5. lines 54-62). In addition, the Donohue 
teaches away from the present invention by disclosing that "the update criteria can be associated 
with the products' licensing terms and conditions." (Donohue, col. 5. lines 40-42). toother 
words, if the user's computer program satisfies the products' Bcensing terms and conditions, 
updates will be available to the user's computer program. In contrast, embodiments of the 
invention, as recited in amended claim 11, set forth that if the content has exceeded (not 
satisfied) the rights management protections, a refreshed copy replaces a portion of the content 
of the electronic document to maintain the rights management protections. Therefore. 
Applicants respectfully argue that the Donohue reference fails to anticipate each and every 
clemem of amended claim 1 1. Claims 15. 24, and 27 stand rejected on the same basis as claim 
11. In Ugbtofthe foregoing, claims 11. is, 24, and 27. as well as their corresponding dependent 
claims, are beUeved to be patentable over the cited art. "nierefore, AppUcants respectfully 
request the rejections of claims 11-15 and 24-27 be withdrawn. 

Rejection under 35 U.S. C. §J03(a) 
Claims 2. 7. and 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the Donohue reference and the Official Notice of email ("Official notice"). For at least the 
reasons above. Applicants respectfully dUagree and argue that the combined reference of the 
Donohue reference and the Official Notice feils to teach each and every element of the invenlion. 
to addition. Applicants argue that the combination of the Donohue reference and the Official 
witice does not teach that the availability of the content of the electronic docmnent depends on 
the rights management protections, to fact, the combined references would automatically update 
an electronic mail without a user's control ("The user does not need to know where software 
updates come ftom. how to obtain «iem or how to install them . . . Donohue, col. 5, 45-47). 
After such an update, the electronic mail would be available with updated information. It would 
«nder the combined reference inopemble and irrelevant to the invention because the electromc 
mail message would be updated (e.g.. at a time interval, such as hourly, daily, weekly, montldy 
or the like) without the user knowing when and how the updates occurred. 
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In addition to at least the reasons above, embodiments of the present invention discloses 
that "accepting the electronic document" and "identi^g one or more rights management 
protections associated with the electronic document." Hie rights management protections 
include, for example, control parameters such as «o printing, permitted nmnber of copies, 
message viewable time d^tion, or the Uke. to determine the availability of the content of the 
electronic document, (geealso. AppUcation, paragraph [0002]). With such rights management 
protections, the content of an electronic mail message will be automaticaUy updated when the 
protected content of the rights management protections exceeds the protections. For example, if 
d» viewable time penod of the electronic mail has expired, embodiments of the invenUonmay 
make the electronic mail unavailable by updating the content with an indicative piece of data 
(e g "the protected content is no longer available for viewmg"). or may delete the content. 
Alternatively, aspects of the invention may make the content available by updating the oont«ii 
with a refreshed copy of the content having the rights management protections. Because the 
combined reference fails to teach or suggest each and every element of the invention. Apphcants 
argue that the Examiner fails to establish the prima facie elements of an obviousness ngecUon. 
Hierefore. the rejection of claims 2. 7. and 12 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) should be withdrawn. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS 
In view of the foregoing. appUcants submit that amended independent claims 1-27 are 

allowable over the cited art. 

It is felt that a full and complete response has been made to the Office action and, as 
such, places the application in condition for allowance. Such allowance is hereby respectfully 
requested. Although the prior art made of record and not reUed upon may be considered 
pertinent to tiie disclosure, none of these references anticipates or makes obvious tiie recited 
invention. Tlte feet that AppUcants may not have specificaUy traversed any particular assertion 
by the Office should not be construed as indicating AppUcants' agreement therewith. 

The AppUcants wish to expedite prosecution of this appUcation. If the Examinei 
deems the claims as amended to not be in condition for allowance, the Examiner is invi«d 
and encouraged to telephone the undersigned to discuss making an Examiner's amendment 
to place tilie claims in condition for allowance. 
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The Commisdoner is hereby authorised to charge $120.00 for aoue (1) month extension 
of time up to September 12. 2005 to the Deposit Account No. 19-1345. If. however, the 
Commissioner determines otherwise, other deficient fees may be charged during the entire 
pendency of this application to Deposit Account No. 19-1345. 



RespectMly submitted. 




Robert M. Bain, Reg. No. 36.736 

SENNIGER POWERS 

One Metropolitan Square. I6th Floor 

St. Louis, Missouri 63102 

(314)231-5400 



RMB/ATY/cjl 



PA(£19Q1'IO)AT8I29/2II05 3:05:13 PM [Eastern DayDpTbnel'SVIl^^^ 



